The Rutgers Alcohol Problem Index (RAPI) is widely used to assess alcohol-related problems among college students within the U.S. and internationally. Despite its wide usage, whether the RAPI similarly assesses alcohol-related problems among students in different countries has not been established. We begin to address this issue by evaluating responses to the RAPI for measurement equivalence across college students in the U.S. (European Americans and Mexican Americans, treated as separate groups) and Mexico (Mexicans). Toward this end, we evaluated the RAPI for Differential Item Functioning (DIF) within an item response theory framework. Our results showed DIF for 6 item severities, all but one of which differed as a function of country (U.S. vs. Mexico). Additional analyses showed that using a latent RAPI variable with no DIF assumed had no substantive consequences in terms of group mean differences and zero-order correlations with self-reported drinking behaviors. Similarly, when using observed RAPI scale scores, there were no substantive differences in terms of correlations. The observed scale scores, however, led to inaccurate mean comparisons. Based on our results, we recommend that scholars model the RAPI as a latent variable when conducting analyses.
countries. To the extent that the items of the RAPI function differently across countries, the results of data analyses focusing on country-based associations (e.g., group mean differences) can be biased and potentially misleading (Chen, 2008; Liu, Magnus, & Thissen, 2016; Tay, Meade, & Cao, 2015; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) . In order to address this issue, we evaluated the measurement properties of the RAPI among college students in the U.S. and Mexico. Our U.S. sample included both European Americans and Mexican Americans, which were considered as separate groups in our analyses. Thus, we evaluated the items of the RAPI for measurement equivalence among European American and Mexican American college students in the U.S. and Mexican college students in Mexico. We conducted our analyses using item response theory (IRT), which we briefly describe.
Item Response Theory
IRT is a class of analytic approaches used to model and evaluate measures with ordinal or nominal response options (de Ayala, 2009; Embretson & Reise, 2000) . In the present study, responses to the RAPI items were dichotomized (i.e., never vs. 1 or more times), and we used a 2-parameter logistic (2-PL) IRT model, which is appropriate for dichotomously scored items. For the 2-PL model, responses to items are modeled as a logistic function of the underlying construct that the items ostensibly tap (e.g., alcoholrelated problems). This model provides details on two key measurement parameters: item severities and item discriminations. These parameters can be illustrated via item characteristic curves (ICCs), which visually depict how changes in the levels of an underlying construct (e.g., alcohol-related problems) relate to the probability of giving specific responses to the items of a measure (e.g., no vs. yes). The ICCs for a hypothetical 3-item measure with no versus yes response options are shown in Figure 1 . In the figure, the continuum of the underlying construct is labeled theta (), which, for illustrative purposes, has a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1. Theoretically, individuals may be placed somewhere along theta-that is, they have a specific level of the underlying construct (e.g., alcohol-related problems). The points at which the curves meet the dotted line represent the item severities, and the steepness of the curves at their inflection points represent the item discriminations.
For dichotomous response options, the severity parameter indicates the point along theta where an individual with that specific level of theta (e.g., the specific level of alcohol-related problems) has a .50 probability of giving a yes (vs. no) response. Correspondingly, individuals with lower levels of theta (e.g., less severe alcohol-related problems) are more likely to provide a response of no, while individuals with higher levels of theta (e.g., more severe alcohol-related problems) are more likely to provide a response of yes. To illustrate, in Figure 1 , item 2 has a higher severity than item 1. This indicates that, relative to item 1, a yes response to item 2 would be indicative of a higher level of the underlying construct (e.g., more severe alcohol-related problems). The discrimination parameter indicates how accurately a given item differentiates between individuals who are below and above the severity estimate. In Figure 1 , the severities for items 2 and 3 are the same, but the discrimination is stronger for item 2. This indicates that, relative to item 3, item 2 would more accurately differentiate between individuals who are below and above the same level of theta.
Measurement Equivalence Within IRT
The primary goal of any self-report measure is to provide estimates of participants' scores on some underlying construct. In testing group-based associations (e.g., group mean differences, This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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moderation effects), problems can arise if the psychometric properties of a measure are not equivalent across the groups being compared-that is, if the items of a measure function differently across the groups. For example, if a yes response to a given item indicates a high level of alcohol-related problems for women but a moderate level for men, failing to take this difference into account can lead to inaccurate estimates of participants' scores on the underlying construct, and ultimately affect tests of group-based associations. Within the IRT literature, an item that functions differently across groups is said to demonstrate group-based differential item functioning (DIF).
Present Study
No published studies have tested for DIF in the RAPI among college students across countries. Given the widespread use of the RAPI among college students, both within the U.S. and internationally, analyzing potential measurement bias in the RAPI across countries is necessary to insure accurate results. We begin to address this issue by testing the items of the RAPI for DIF as a function of country and, for our U.S. participants, ethnicity. We focused specifically on three groups: European Americans and Mexican Americans in the U.S. and Mexicans in Mexico.
For our analyses, we used a 2-PL IRT model and tested for DIF in the item severities and discriminations for the three groups. Using the latent RAPI variable with any identified DIF taken into account, we then tested for group mean differences in alcoholrelated problems (i.e., latent RAPI scores). We conducted additional analyses to examine whether any substantive bias was introduced if DIF is not taken into account (i.e., using a latent IRT variable with no DIF assumed) and, to be comprehensive, when using observed scale scores (i.e., summed responses to the RAPI items). For the former, we tested for group mean differences using a latent variable with all of the measurement parameters constrained to be equivalent across the groups. Furthermore, we estimated the zero-order associations between the three RAPI variables and three drinking behaviors (i.e., average drinks/day, average drinking days/week, and average binge drinking days/ week), tested whether the associations between the RAPI and drinking behaviors were moderated by country/ethnicity, and evaluated whether the magnitudes of the associations differed as a function of the RAPI variable used.
Method

Participants and Procedure
Undergraduate students at four universities in Texas, U.S., and two universities in Chihuahua, Mexico, were recruited for the study via flyers, class announcements, or subject pools; all participants freely chose to participate in this study. Interested students were given a personal password and a link to a brief (ϳ 2 min) online screening survey to determine their eligibility to be in the study. Eligible participants were 18 -25 years in age; spoke English, Spanish, or both as their primary language; and self-identified as either European American/White (U.S.), Mexican/Mexican American (U.S.), or Mexican (Mexico).
Eligible participants then provided their informed consent to be in the study and completed an online survey, which took approximately 50 min; participants were free to choose where they completed the study materials. The survey was programmed using Qualtrics (http://www.qualtrics.com) and was hosted on a secure server at the University of Missouri. In exchange for their time, the participants received a small cash payment, a ticket to a cash prize lottery drawing, research participation credit, or extra credit in one of their courses; the incentive differed by university as per institutional norms for research participation. Other than university affiliation, no personally identifying information was collected for this study.
All of the U.S. participants spoke and completed the study materials in English. All of the Mexico participants spoke and completed the study materials in Spanish. All measures were translated from English to Spanish and back-translated from Spanish to English by two Mexico-born, native Spanish speakers who completed their doctoral training in the U.S. Discrepancies in 
Measures
Of specific relevance to the present article, participants completed the 23-item RAPI (White & Labouvie, 1989) , which included the following instructions: Thinking about your drinking experiences since the beginning of the school year, how many times did the following things happen to you as a result of drinking? There was no to low endorsement of the higher response options for one or more of the three groups on several of the items. We therefore dichotomized the responses, with 0 indicating never and 1 indicating one or more times. Observed scale scores were computed by summing across the responses to the 23 dichotomously scored items.
The participants also reported their typical daily drinking behavior, "since the beginning of the school year," for each day of the week separately (Collins, Parks, & Marlatt, 1985) . Based on these responses, we computed three variables. First, we computed the average drinks consumed on a typical day by averaging across the responses for the 7 days of the week (average drinks/ day). Because very few participants reported having more than 12 drinks on any given day, we truncated the individual daily drinking variables at 12 before computing the average drinks/day scores. Second, we computed a variable to reflect the average number of days per week that participants had at least one alcoholic beverage (average drinking days/week). Finally, we computed a variable to reflect the average number of days per week that participants engaged in binge drinking behavior (average binge drinking days/ week-that is, 4 or more alcoholic beverages on a single day for women and 5 or more for men; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, & U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2015) .
Descriptive statistics for the study variables, separated by country/ethnicity, are provided in Table 2 . As can be seen, each of the variables had at least moderate levels of skewness and/or kurtosis for one or more of the groups. We thus log-transformed the variables, after adding a constant of 1, for use in our analyses.
Analytic Strategy
All analyses were conducted within Mplus Version 6.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998) using maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors and the expectation maximization algorithm to account for the Ͻ.001% of item-level missing data (Enders, 2010) .
We used the Huber-White sandwich estimator (Huber, 1967; White, 1980) to account for the nonindependence of the data due to the nesting of participants within universities. Our use of the Huber-White sandwich estimator required us to conduct our tests of DIF by estimating a series of 2-PL IRT latent class mixture models with three known classes, defined by country/ethnicity (i.e., EAs, MAs, and MXs). For descriptive purposes, the percent of participants in each group who reported experiencing the 23 problems included in the RAPI are provided in Table 3 .
Differential item functioning. For our tests of DIF, we followed the procedures suggested by Tay et al. (2015) . Tay et al.'s procedures were developed to test for DIF when an anchor item is not known. For the first step, we estimated a model in which all of the item discriminations and severities were constrained to be equivalent across the three groups; the latent variable mean and variance for EAs (our arbitrarily selected reference group) were fixed to 0 and 1, respectively (for model identification); and the latent variable means and variances for MAs and MXs were allowed to vary. For the second step, we estimated a model in which the item discriminations and severities were allowed to vary for all three groups; the latent variable mean and variance for EAs were fixed to 0 and 1, respectively (for model identification); and the latent variable means and variances for MAs and MXs were fixed using the respective parameter estimates obtained in the first model (unconstrained model). For the third step, we estimated 46 models, each with a single parameter (i.e., discrimination or severity) constrained to be equivalent across the three groups (iteration 1 models). A parameter was identified as demonstrating DIF if the constraint resulted in a poorer fitting model, relative to the unconstrained model. For the fourth step, we estimated a model in which the non-DIF parameters were constrained to be equivalent across the groups; the DIF parameters were allowed to vary across the groups; the latent variable mean and variance for EAs were fixed to 0 and 1, respectively (for model identification); and the latent variable means and variances for MAs and MXs were allowed to vary (final iteration 1 model). For the fifth step, we constrained the previously identified DIF parameters, one at a time, to be equivalent across the groups (iteration 2 models). We continued this process until all non-DIF parameters were identified. Readers are referred to Tay et al. (2015) for a detailed description of this approach.
We evaluated the relative fit of each successive model using changes (⌬) in Consistent Akaike Information Criterion (CAIC; Bozdogan, 1987) , Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978) , and sample-size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criterion (ABIC; Sclove, 1987) values. Information criteria values do not provide details regarding overall model fit but are appropriate for model fit comparisons, with lower values indicating better model 1 In total, 1,713 eligible students completed the study materials. For our analytic sample, we excluded 279 participants who reported no recent drinking and thus did not complete the RAPI.
2 Of the nine foreign-born EAs, 44.4% lived in the U.S. for more than 90% of their life and 100% lived in the U.S. for more than 75% of their life. Of the seventy-one foreign-born MAs, 31.0% lived in the U.S. for more than 90% of their life; 50.7% lived in the U.S. for more than 75% of their life; and 77.5% lived in the U.S. for more than half of their life. The single foreign-born MX lived 87% of her life in Mexico. Excluding the foreignborn participants from our analyses did not substantively alter our results. We thus retained the foreign-born participants in our analyses. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
fit. Raftery (1995) suggested that BIC changes of 0 -2 provide weak evidence of model fit differences, changes of 2-6 provide positive evidence, changes of 6 -10 provide strong evidence, and changes over 10 provide very strong evidence. We followed these suggestions and determined that a model resulted in a drop in model fit if constraining a parameter led to a CAIC, BIC, or ABIC increase of 2 or more. Substantive analyses. After conducting our DIF analyses, we tested for group mean differences using a latent IRT variable with any DIF taken into account (RAPI-DIF variable), a latent IRT variable with all measurement parameters fixed to be equivalent across the groups (RAPI-EQ variable), and observed scale scores (RAPI-OS variable). We then estimated the zero-order correlations between the three RAPI variables and the three drinking variables, tested whether the associations were moderated by country/ethnicity, and evaluated whether the magnitudes of the associations differed as a function of the RAPI variable used.
Based on a data simulation study in which different ways to proceed with data analyses when DIF is detected were evaluated, Cho, Suh, and Lee (2016) concluded that a single-factor multigroup approach (used for our DIF analyses) provided the most accurate estimates of measurement parameters in nearly all of the conditions they considered (e.g., uniform DIF with few DIF parameters). A purification approach, however, was less biased when considering substantive questions; specifically, group differences in latent variable means and variances. Correspondingly, for our mean group comparisons, we used a multidimensional (i.e., multifactor) purification approach recommended by Cho and her colleagues, in which all of the measurement parameters (i.e., item discriminations and severities) are constrained to be equivalent across groups, while additional latent variables are model in order to account for any observed DIF. The specifications for this model are described in the Results section.
Results
Differential Item Functioning
In order to reduce clutter, the information criteria and changes in information criteria values for all model comparisons in this article are provided in Appendix A. For the iteration 1 models, eight of the item severities, but none of the item discriminations, evidenced DIF. Our final iteration 1 model, in which all of the discriminations and the 15 non-DIF severities were constrained to be equivalent across the groups, did not result in a poorer fitting model, relative tothe unconstrained model. For our iteration 2 models, six Note. n ϭ sample size. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
of the eight item severities continued to demonstrate DIF. Our final iteration 2 model, in which the 2 additional severities were constrained to be equivalent across the groups, did not result in a poorer fitting model, relative to the final iteration 1 model. In our iteration 3 models, evidence of DIF remained for the six item severities when they were constrained to be equivalent across the three groups. We subsequently estimated models with the item severities constrained to be equivalent for each two-group pairing (i.e., EA ϭ MA, EA ϭ MX, and MA ϭ MX).
As shown in Appendix A (iteration 3 models), the severities for items 1, 6, 13, 14, and 16 demonstrated equivalence for EAs and Mas, while the severity for item 21 demonstrated equivalence for MAs and MXs. Placing this pattern of constraints on the severities did not result in a poorer fitting model (final iteration 3 model), relative to the final iteration 2 model. Placing any further constraints on the severities resulted in a poor fitting model (see iteration 4 models). The final iteration 3 model was thus selected as our RAPI-DIF model, and was used in our subsequent analyses.
The unstandardized (i.e., logit), IRT, and standardized parameter estimates from our RAPI-DIF model are included in Appendixes B-D, respectively. Within Mplus, when model constraints are added, they are a placed on logit coefficients, while the IRT and standardized parameters estimates are calculated post hoc. As such, the equality constraints are only reflected in the unstandardized logit coefficients (see Appendix B). The standardized estimates are reported as they may be more intuitive for readers who are more familiar with measurement analyses within a confirmatory factor analytic framework (e.g., standardized item discriminations are conceptually similar to standardized factor loadings). For illustrative purposes, the ICCs for the six DIF items are depicted in Figure 2 using the standardized coefficients.
As can be seen in Figure 2 , the severities for items 1 (i.e., not able to do your homework or study for a test), 6 (i.e., neglected your responsibilities), 13 (i.e., missed a day [or part of a day] of school or work), and 16 (i.e., passed out or fainted suddenly) were higher for MXs relative to EAs and MAs; the severity for item 14 (i.e., wanted to stop drinking but couldn't) was higher for EAs and MAs relative to MXs; and the severity for item 21 (i.e., had a bad time) was higher for MAs and MXs relative to EAs.
Group Mean Differences
We tested for group mean differences in alcohol-related problems using the RAPI-DIF, RAPI-EQ (IRT variable with all measurement parameters constrained to be equivalent across the groups), and RAPI-OS variables. As noted in the Method section, the RAPI-OS variable was log-transformed (after adding a constant of 1), which we further transformed into Z-scores to place the values on an easily interpretable metric. Moreover, as noted in the Analytic Strategy, for the RAPI-DIF variable, we used the multifactor purification approach suggested by Cho and her colleagues (2016) . Toward this end, a three-factor model was estimated. The first factor included all 23 RAPI items as indicators, with all of the item severities and discriminations constrained to be equivalent across the three groups (RAPI variable) . Because all of the severity parameters for MAs in our final DIF model were constrained to be equivalent to EAs (items 1, 6, 13, 14, and 16), MXs (item 16), or EAs and MXs (all other item severities), we specified MAs as the reference group for the latent RAPI variable. Correspondingly, for model identification, the latent variable mean and variance were fixed to 0 and 1, respectively, for MAs, and allowed to vary for EAs and MXs.
For EAs, the second factor (DIF Factor 1) included item 16 as an indicator, with the latent variable mean and variance fixed to 0 and 1, respectively; the remaining 22 indicators were fixed to 0. For MXs, the third factor (DIF Factor 2) included items 1, 6, 13, 14, and 16 as indicators, with the latent variable mean and variance fixed to 0 and 1, respectively; the remaining 18 indicators were fixed to 0. For DIF Factor 1, the 23 indicators, latent variable mean, and latent variable variance all were fixed to 0 for MAs and MXs. For DIF Factor 2, the 23 indicators, latent variable mean, and latent variable variance all were fixed to 0 for EAs and MAs. Readers are referred to Cho et al. (2016) for further details on this approach.
The group mean differences using the (purified) RAPI-DIF, RAPI-EQ, and RAPI-OS variables are provided in Table 4 , with MAs as the reference group. We used the Wald's test to compare the mean difference between EAs and MXs, and note that the results were substantively equivalent when EAs or MXs were specified as the reference group. As shown in the table, the results for the RAPI-DIF and RAPI-EQ variables were virtually identical. For both of these models, the only statistically significant mean difference was between MAs and MXs, with the latter having higher scores than the former. There were no statistically significant differences when using the RAPI-OS variable.
3,4
Zero-Order Correlations
We estimated the zero-order correlations between the three drinking variables and the three RAPI variables, with a separate model for each RAPI variable. In order to evaluate whether the correlations differed as a function of country/ethnicity (i.e., a moderation effect), we first estimated an unconstrained model in which the correlations between the target RAPI variable and the three drinking variables were allowed to vary across the groups. One at a time, we next constrained the correlation between the RAPI variable and the drinking variables to be equivalent across the groups, resulting in three constrained models. As shown in Appendix A (tests of moderated correlations), none of the model constraints resulted in a poorer fitting model, indicating that country/ethnicity did not moderate any of the correlations. This was the case for all three RAPI variables.
As shown in Table 5 , each RAPI variable was positively and strongly correlated with average drinks/day, average drinking days/week, and average binge drinking days/week. The correlations were identical for the RAPI-DIF and RAPI-EQ variables, which in turn were slightly stronger than they were for the RAPI-OS variable. In order to evaluate whether the magnitudes of the associations for the RAPI-OS variable were significantly lower 3 Using non-log-transformed composite scale scores did not change the results for this analysis. The results for the non-log-transformed analysis are available upon request. 4 In order to be comprehensive, we estimated an additional model using the single-factor RAPI variable, with the DIF severities allowed to estimate freely. Although the parameter estimates for the mean differences were numerically different, the pattern of results were substantively identical to those reported for the (purified) RAPI-DIF and RAPI-EQ variables. The results for this model are available upon request. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
than the associations for the RAPI-DIF variable, we estimated our RAPI-DIF model again, with the correlations constrained to be equivalent across the groups (baseline model). We compared the fit of this model to models in which the magnitude of the correlations were, one at a time, fixed to be equivalent to the magnitude of the correlations for the RAPI-OS models (fixed models). As shown in Appendix A (RAPI-DIF with fixed coefficients), fixing the correlations did not result in a poorer fitting model, indicating that the RAPI-OS variable did not significantly underestimate the correlations. We should note, however, that using a non-log-transformed RAPI-OS variable led to significantly weaker correlations. The results of these analyses are available upon request.
Discussion
For the present study, we tested a dichotomously scored version of the 23-item RAPI for differential item functioning (DIF) as a function of country/ethnicity among college students in Texas, the U.S. (European Americans [EAs] and Mexican Americans [MAs]), and Chihuahua, Mexico (Mexicans [MXs]). Our results showed evidence of partial DIF in six item severities, but no DIF in the item discriminations. The specific pattern of the DIF can be seen in Table 5 and Figure 2 (items provided in Table 1 ). Unlike prior studies (Earleywine et al., 2008; Neal et al., 2006) , we conducted additional analyses to consider whether there were substantive consequences (i.e., differences in tests of mean group This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
differences and moderated associations) when measurement equivalence was assumed (i.e., constrained measurement parameters without testing and accounting for DIF; RAPI-EQ variable) and, to be comprehensive, when summed observed scale scores were used (RAPI-OS variable). For these analyses, we assumed that the latent IRT variable with DIF taken into account (RAPI-DIF variable) provided the most accurate estimates of alcohol-related problems; thus, the results for the RAPI-EQ and RAPI-OS variables were compared to the results for the RAPI-DIF variable. For the RAPI-DIF variable, our results showed that MXs had significantly higher alcohol-related problems than their MA counterparts, and that alcohol-related problems were positively and strongly correlated with self-reported average drinks/day, average drinking days/week, and average binge drinking days/week. The results were virtually (and in most cases numerically) identical for the RAPI-EQ variable. In contrast, for the RAPI-OS variable, no statistically significant mean differences in alcohol-related problems were identified. The correlations between the RAPI-OS and the three drinking variables, however, were statistically equivalent to correlations using the RAPI-DIF variable. We note that some scholars may not consider the comparison between the RAPI-DIF and RAPI-OS variables to be appropriate, as the latter, but not the former, includes measurement error. Nonetheless, we find these results to be important, as the use of composite scale scores is a common practice.
Limitations
Our study is not without limitations, some of which should be specifically noted. First, our data do not come from a representative sample and were only collected from EA and MA college students in the U.S. and MX college students in Mexico. As such, our results may not generalize to college students in different countries, college students with different ethnic backgrounds, or the general population from which our data were collected. Second, there were too few foreign-born participants to consider potential DIF as a function of nativity. Given that close to one third of the U.S. Hispanic population is foreign-born (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015) , further studies with adequate sample sizes are warranted.
Finally, and most importantly, all of our U.S. participants spoke and completed the RAPI in English, and all of our Mexico participants spoke and completed the RAPI in Spanish. Because of this, we are unable to speak to whether the identified DIF reflects true DIF (i.e., the same experiences is indicative of different levels of alcohol-related problems) or is the results of translational inaccuracies. This is not a trivial concern, and will require further consideration. This might be done, for example, by randomly assigning English-Spanish bilingual students (in the U.S. or Mexico) to complete the RAPI in either English or Spanish, and evaluating the RAPI for DIF as a function of language.
Summary and Conclusion
Despite the limitations to our study, we provide a critical first step toward understanding the measurement equivalence of the RAPI among college students in the U.S. and Mexico. As our results indicate, there was no DIF in the item discriminations and relatively little DIF in the item severities for the RAPI items. Perhaps more importantly, our results showed that there were no substantive consequences when the DIF was not taken into account-that is, when measurement equivalence was assumed by constraining all of the measurement parameters to be equivalent across the groups. This was the case in terms of both group mean differences and correlations with self-reported drinking behaviors. These results should not be too surprising, as scholars have noted that minor deviations in equivalence at the level of individual measurement parameters are not likely to have any substantive consequences (e.g., Little, 1997) .
Interestingly, in terms of correlations with self-reported drinking behaviors, there also were no substantive consequences when using observed scale scores. Indeed, although the correlations were slightly weaker, they were not significantly different in magnitude from the correlations using the latent RAPI variable with DIF taken into account. The significant group difference between MAs and MXs identified with the RAPI-DIF and RAPI-EQ variables, however, was not identified when using the observed scale scores. For this reason, we urge scholars to model the RAPI as a latent variable when evaluating group mean differences and, for the general purpose of obtaining the most accurate results, when testing substantive hypotheses. Note. RAPI ϭ Rutgers Alcohol Problem Index; RAPI-DIF ϭ latent RAPI variable with differential item functioning taken into account; RAPI-EQ ϭ latent RAPI variable with all measurement parameters constrained to be equivalent across groups; RAPI-OS ϭ observed RAPI scale scores; b ϭ unstandardized coefficient; SE ϭ standard error; p ϭ two-tailed probability value; ␤ ϭ standardized coefficient; 2 ϭ chi-square; df ϭ degrees of freedom; Wald 2 test evaluates whether the regression/path coefficients differ for European Americans and Mexicans (i.e., a mean difference test). Note. RAPI ϭ Rutgers Alcohol Problem Index; RAPI-DIF ϭ latent RAPI variable with differential item functioning taken into account; RAPI-EQ ϭ latent RAPI variable with all measurement parameters constrained to be equivalent across groups; RAPI-OS ϭ observed RAPI scale scores; all correlations are statistically significant at p Ͻ .001. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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